Date;, ,%’a\'f 3/% Ins_pector

’

W’E]E]EIY COAL COI\IBUSIION RES]DUAJL ccr) INSPECIION JRE]PORT

Do 054,

f) ainn \)Y uk{l

Time: §{ A7 Weather Conditions: __ -
. I Yes ’ No ’ ; Notes 7
CCR Lanafill Futegrity Tnspection (per 40 CER §257.30) |
1 Was bulging, sliding, rotational moverment or - -
localized settlement observed on the 7
sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing 1/ 1
) CCR7 -
-2 Were condlﬁons observed withi the ce]ls
containing CCR. or within the general landfil (/
operations that represent a potential distuption
o ongoing CCR management operations?
3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or i 2 ]

within the general Jandfill operations that
represent a potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dt—vsﬁ]fas_pecﬁon (per 40 CFR §257.80(b)(4)

4.

"Was CCR received during the reporting
period? Tfanswerisno, no additional
Information required.

‘Was 21l CCR conditioned (by weming or dust
suppresants) priorto delivery to landfll?

o
v

Ifresponse to question 5 is mo, was CCR.
conditoned (wetted) DIiOT IO Iransportto
landfll workdng face, or was the CCR.ngot
susceptable to fugitive dust generarion?

v

Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on
landfil] access roads?

Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the
1andfll? Ifthe answeris yes, describe
corrective action measures below.

-Are current CCR fugitive dust commrol
measures effective? If the answeris 1o,
describe recommended changes below_

10.

Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citiz
complaints recefved during the Iep ortmg
period? Tfthe answeris yes, answer question

T

SAENANAN

11.

‘Were the citizen complaints Iogged?

N

Addivonal Notes:
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WEEIKIY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (8l®izq] II\TSPECIION ]REPORT

S%L.SN & LATNDEILL
Datez__ 3~ "aﬁ/ Inspector; M UJ/“M

o N

Time: o). "!i? Wearher Conditions: -~ 4 « oS, b __

/ Yes | o | Notes

CCR Landfll Tntegrity Inspection (per 40 CER §257.84)

1. 'Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or - L -
localized settlement observed on the [
sideslopes or upper deck of cells containing

CCRZ ) ] .

—

- 2 Were conditfions observed wwithin the cells
conaining CCR or within the general landfll

to ongoimng CCR managerment operations?

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or
within the general Iandfill operations that
Tepresent a potential disruption of the safety of
the CCR managerment operations.

operations that represent a potental disruption L/

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 40 CFR. §257.80(5)(4)

4. [Was CCRreceived during the reporting ]
period? If answeris no, no additional
information required.

suppresants) prior to delivery to landfill?

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (Gwetted) pnor TO Transportto
landfll working face, or was the CCR.not
susceptable to fugitive dust generarion?

5. "Was all CCR conditioned (by wetling or dust ('/ 3
v

Iandfill acecess roads?

L 7. 'Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on T .

8. Was CCR fugittve dust observed arthe
© |landfll? Ifthe answeris yes, deschbe
corrective action measures below.

9. .Are cumrent CCR fogitive dust conrol
measures effective? Ifthe answeris 1o, ’ /
describe recommmended changes below.

10. [Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen

complaints received during the rep orting /
period? Ifthe answer is yes, answer question / J
1. [Were the citizen complainrs Jogged? ’ (e ] ]
Addidonal Notes:

]

- . 13
J
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W]E]EEJLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL (CCR) ¥ SPEC'IION REJPOM
' PR e
Date;_ B- [0- RS Inspect

" Time: 9 :%v ‘Weather Conditions: - SLL\/\ n&} i

' Yés l No ’ Notes

CCR Landfill Fategrity Tuspection (per 40 CFR 5257.34)

L1

1 'Was bulging, shiding, rotationzl movement or -
Iocalized setement observed. on the

CCRZ . . .

-2 ‘Were conditions observed <within the cells
containing CCR or within the general Jand Il
operarions that represent a potential disruption
o ongoing CCR mmanagement operations?

" |sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing LT

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or
within the general landfill operations that i

represent a potential disruption of the safety of /
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection (per 40 CER. §257.80(5)(4))

S—

4. |Was CCR received during the reportng ]
period? Ifanswerisno, no additional /
information required.

5. Was all CCR conditioned (by welting or dust )
suppresants) prior to delivery to landfll? (/

6. Iresponse to guesdon 5 is mo, was CCR.
conditfoned (wetted) prior to T=nsportto
landfill working face, or was the CCR not /
susceptable to fugitive dust generartion?

7. Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on / N
landfill access roads? .

8. ‘Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the -
1andfill? Tfthe answeris ves, describe . d
corxective acion measures belovw. .

9. -Are current CCR fugittve dust comwol
. |measures effective? Ifthe answeris no, ’ /
describe recommended changes below.

10.  |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen -
complaints received during the Ieporting /l/

period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer question

1L [Were the cifizen complaints Iogged? ’ [ I

Additvonal Notes:

e T TR

~
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- WEERLY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAT CCcr) H\TS}PECIION REPORT

v 62525 noend Ve :

Time: 57 - 5 Weather Conditions:__-CE. 1> (C‘; Y oVan( ["Vf’(/i

. I Yes ’ No I . Notes
CCR Landffll Totegrity Fuspection (per 40 CER §257.84)
1.  (Wasbulging, sliding, rotatfonal movement or - L -
localized settlement observed on the [
sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing )/ I

CCRZ - -

-2 ‘Were conditions observed within the cells”
containing CCR or within the general Tandfil
operations thatrepresent a potential disruption .

o ongoing CCR management operations? (/

]

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or i
within the general landfill operations that

represent a potential disruption of the safety of l/
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugifive Dast Tnspection (per 40 CER. §257.80(b)(4)

4. [Was CCR received dwing the reporting

informatdon required.

5. 'Was all CCR conditioned. (by weling or dust

perod? If answer is no, no additional /
suppresanits) prior to delivery to landfll? h/

6. Ifresponseto queston 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) prior to transportto
1andfill working face, or was the CCR 1ot -

susceptable to fugitive dust generarion? ‘/

7. "Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on B
[Iandfill access roads? /

8. Was CCR fughiive dust observed ar the .
(landfill? If the answeris yes, describe . . .
corrective action measures below. /] i

S Are current CCR. fagitive dust conmol
measures effective? If the answerIs no, 17
describe recornmended changes below.

10.  |Were CCR fugitive dust-related citizen
complaints received during the Teporting e
period? I the answerfs yes, answer guestion

11 Were the citizen complaints Iogged? I ’ . I

Addidonal Notes:

ETars] (T A

~ ] .-
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W]E]EE]LY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL €ccr) INSPECIION R]EEIPORT
LANSING LANDFILL

Dater /. - 25- Zﬁ Inspecto &\p\{\}\fn,

Y
Time; jﬂ" ¥S ‘Weather Conditions:__ - (7 / o J % g caj C/

I Ye; ’ No I Notes

CCR Landffll Tntegrity Tuspection (per 40 CER 5257.84)

1 Was bulging, sliding, rotational movement or - } -
localized seftlement observed on the [
szdeslopes orupper deck of cells contaming / I

CCR? i . )

S—

-2 Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR or within the general landfll
operatfons that represent a potental disruption
o ongoing CCR management operations?

\

cH "Were condiions observed within the cells or
within the general Jandfill operations that

represent a potential disruption of the safety of "1
the CCR management operations.

CCR Fugifive Dust Inspection (per 40 CER. §257.80(b)(4)

4. [Was CCR received dwing the reporting ]
period? If amswer is no, no additional L
information required.

s. ‘Was a1l CCR conditioned (by weming or dust ;
suppresants) por to delivery to landfill? o

S 6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR.
conditioned (wetted) prior o TAnSpOILto v
landfll working face, or was the CCR not
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

7. Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on / ] -
landfill access roads? .

8. Was CCR fughtive dust observed arthe i
landfi1? If the answeris yes, describe . v

corrective action measures below.

9. Are current CCR. fugitive dust comrol
measures effective? If the answeris nio, ’ —
describerecommended changes below.

10. |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints recefved quring the reporting vl
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer guestion

11.  [Were the citizen complatnrs Io gged?

Addivonal Notes:

Tt PPN R

~ J .
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- WEEELY COAL COMBUSTION RESIDUAL cery INSPECIION RE]POJRI

To ongoing CCR management operations?

AINSING LANDEILL.
Date: Q 15-25 Inspectors LQ 7
Time: %" L{ 5 Weather Conditions: __- 77" r—{ 3 _'
. I Yes I No ’ . Notes 7
CCR Lanafill Ltegrity Taspection (per 40 CER 5257.80) /
i Was bulgng, siding, rotatfonzal movement or - ] -
localized settlement observed on the )
) sideslopes orupper deck of cells containing v 1
CCRZ - _ -
-2 ‘Were conditions observed within the cells
containing CCR. or within the general landfll
operations that represent a potential disruption ¢/

3. ‘Were conditions observed within the cells or
within the general Jandfill operations that
Tepresent a potential distuption of the safety of
the CCR managernent operations.

\

CCR Fugitive Dust Inspection. (per 40 CER. §257.80(5)(4)

4.  [Was CCR received duing the reporting
period? If answer is no, no additional /
information required.

5. 'Was 21l CCR conditioned (by weming or dust
suppresants) priorto delivery to landfill2

N

6. Ifresponse to question 5 is no, was CCR.
condirioned (wetted) prior To trASPOItTo
landfll working face, or was the CCR not /
susceptable to fugitive dust generation?

7. Was CCR spillage observed at the scale or on -

12ndfl] access roads? o .
8. Was CCR fugitive dust observed ar the R
landf1? IFthe answeris yes, descbe . %

corrective action measures belovw.

9. Are current CCR fugitive dust comrol
measures effective? Ifthe answeris no, y /
descdberecommended changes below.

10.  |Were CCR fugitive dustrelated citizen
complaints received during the reporting
period? Ifthe answeris yes, answer queston

N

11 [Were the citizen complainrs logged? ’ ,

Additonal Notes-

aanttety (PPN SN

- ;.
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